
Bm this is mere Strategic gamesmanship. Mel is simply attempting to get FLEX ANI or
LIDB/OLNS ·access for free; AT&T is urging the Commission to revise industry-accepted
standards to its own benefu; and both are seeking delay. Neither ofthc: changes proposed by
these comI'anies is necesSaIy for pcr-call compensation. To the conrraxy. the payPhane orders
conte:mplated that camers would compe.nsate PSPs on a periodic basis by Ulmparinc. at the c:nd
of each billing period. the list of bilW! c;alls against the list ofpayphan.e ANls in that~
RGort and OrdCI at 56-59. n I1D-116; lUsgn. Order a~ 48-54, " 100-113.' lmiceclseveral
in1c:rcxchsnse amen and fesellms - uu:lud.ing Tcleo Cammumc:ations Group,~r .
Communications, and MIDCOM Communications .... an:: secmg waivers ttl Rsm paying per­
all compensation carly using preciselY SlK;h systems.' Likewise. LEes will have to pay pc:r-ca.ll
compensation for alternately billed imraLATA tell calls and intraLATA 100 calls ori~ted
from payphones. They too will soon be capable of implementing per-call compensation without
the changes AT&T and Mel propose.

Moreo.....er. wh~ it suited their purpo.s~.AT&T imd Sprint paid per-ca.ll compen.wion for
access code c:alJs to independent PSPs in the Past. \1Iithout free access to these additicma1
services. ill Report and Order at 61,' 119 (citing waivc:rs granted to AT&T and Sprim). 11 is
not evident why AT&T would find it~ to traU-SOO sUbscriber calls than~ code calli.
AT&T and Mel a.lre:ady provide their toll-free: subscriber! with the number or billing number of
the originating liDe for each 1011 free eall. By simply comparing this information against the
LEC-provided list of paypbone ANls. AT&T and MCl should be able to det=m,inc the
campensation they owe to individual PSP,. Nowhere do AT&T and Mer explain why this
mc'thodclogy ....;ll not work. Nor do they explain why so many other c:ame.rs arc already c:apable
of paying per-call compensation without the changes they demand, while they supposedly are
not.

Besides, AT&T and Mel's positions were rcjeaed in prior proceedings, and for good
reason. ~ explained in greater deWl below. the OLS Order cast aside any suggestioo that
LIDB/OLNS or FLEX ANI should be given to intcrexchaDge c:arricrs for free. m Point U,.iIlfrj.
And the: order emeul:x rejected AT&Ts pmposal that uew ANI ii digits be hard-eocicd into LEe
switches because so doing would be econotnically 1nfe:uible.~ Point ill-C,.i.IJ:1n. How Mel
and AT&T can continue to press their positions without even so much as a glance in lhe dir'eclion
of these express findings of CXee5S cost and in!easl"bility is a mystery.

~Cl iDtccxc.bange earners cannot argue that comparing the list of orig;m,tiDg numbers to

the ANI list inc:reaset UWr cosu or re.quires extra effort.~ must make that comparison to

detami.ne to which PSP each line bcJonp - and thU!! whic;b PSP must be paid - in any event.

6s,ee Petition ofTelt:.e Communications Group far a Waiver ofSec:tiotl 64.1301 Of1bCl
Cammis5ioo's Rules, CC Doc:ket No. 96-128 (filed Mar. 24.1997); COD1InC1ts ofMlDCOM
Communicati~.Inc. on Petition of TeJC(l Communications Group, Inc., CC Docket No. 96-128
(filed June 2. 1991) (stating that MlDCOM will seek a waiver shortly): PmUon for Waiver of
Otu:cr Communications, Im:.• CC Dockc:t No. 91-35 (filed. Ju.= 2. 1997).
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U. Mel'S DEMAND FOR FREE ACCESS TO LEe
DATABASES OR FLEX ANI IS WITHOUT MERIT

Implic;itly recognizing that it aoes not need FLEX ANI or LIDBIOLNS '(0 pay
compc:'1JSaUon at the end of~b billing period, Mel a.ssarts that it neecis these 5d'Vices naT to pay
pet-call compensation, but to effectuaie blocking of payphonc c;alli. BtU MCl wholly fails to

demonstrate that this need is real rather than fia:itious. And i~ apparent proposal that it !hould
rueive LIDB/OLNS access or FLEX ANI for free is unworkable.

A. MCfs argument that it may need access to these services to "'block" toll-free W1s
made from. payphoncs is incon:cc:t and. in any event, rests on c:ondition after ~dition %bat are
unlikely to arise. Acwrdmg to Mel, ifrt passes the pcr-ca1l compensation charg~s to its 800
customers on a peroo<=all basis, md ifthcy in tum want to be able to reject individual payphone
-calli to a..-oid this extra~ then it InBy need. to be able to identify the call as originating from i

payphone in real time (rather than at the end ofthe billing period using the ANI 1ist)- Frcm these
hypothetical facts. Mel ar~ that it will need FLEX ANI or LIDB/OLNS access to~e
whethe:r or net calls bearing the "or ANI ii identifier arc in fw payphane calls.

As an initial manet. there is absolutely no proof that any such nced -...ill arise. 3J1d every
reason to believe that it will not. First. XOO number subscriber, v.ill have DO in~ve to block
c:alls unless MCI passes the per-call compensation charge on to 1hem on eo pcr-c:all bAsis. Neither
Mel nor any other earner ba.1 indicat=d that it has plAns to pass pcr-c:aI.l c;ompc:nsa.tion costs to
their customers in this manner. In.deed. Mel', main competitor - AT&tT - bas inciicaU:d that it
will 1101 be recovering per~ compensation from toll-free subscribers on a per-e::all bam, but
instead ..-ill be raising i~ interstate toll-free rates by seven i'ercent. AT&T Atljusts Busjpess
LQD~-Djstcm:efric!;, to Offset New Payphone Costs, Business Wire (Apr. 30. 1997).

Moreover, Mer has not sho~~ even ifit does pass on per-ca11 c:om~cnsation cluu'2cs
to 800 subscribers on a per-aJl b8!is, its subscribers will want tQ reject payphone calls. Having
a~ccd to pay !ram g cents to 20 cents per ",i1ftJle to rnUc themselves more accessible to their
customers. 800 subsaibcrs are hardly lik.ely to refu!e a ~hooe call because ofa 01'1t>time

cbazgc ofSO.3S. Indeed. Mel bas f&lIed to cite any 800 number customers who have requested
such blocking.'

'ItTs evan less lWly tba1 irrtere"chaage r;ani~ will wam to bIoc.k u1.l.s to non-ZOO
numbe.r!. Asn~ in the: RemIt and Order. inte:reXchaDgc arTiers a1zea.dy pay PSP, a healthy
average cmnmlssion ofbctwccn 81 and 90 cents on payphone-originat.8d cal1s. &:pen IDd Qxger
at 24, '44. Give:u this market rate for prMUhscribed payphone calls.. it is higbJy w:ilib:1y that
intercxchange c:a:rieu will reje.ct similarly-wJuable access codc calla to avoid a charge: cf 35
cents. This is especially true IivCD that~e grricrs caD pass such charges through to
~ Indeed, ATAT abudy has azmounc:cd that it will do 50• .sa~mcAates 10 Rise an
Payphqp,c Calli, New YOl'k Tune.s. May 31. 1997. a1 SrdiOlll. p. 36. col. 6.
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Finally, Mer has Dot given even the slightest indication that it has contemplated the
deployment of blocking technology. Mer has not explained, for instance, how it would inform
end-users that the calls Md been blocked at the request ofthe gOO subscriber. Nor has it
explained how it will compensate LEes for handling aU the complaims and trouble calls they
will receive if it~ nOt provide such a message. And the reason it bAs not offered these
explanaIicms is because it bJls no plms '[0 block payphane calls. Indeed, the only other carrier to
have addressed the question ofblocking payphone calls - AT&T - bas 5'tated that it is not going
to develop call blocking ~chnology. aT&T ~parteat3 n..S.(AT&T ismz: developing
teChnology that would allC?w "AT&T to bloc:k calls frcm spccmc'payphoncs based. upon the
compensaticn that will be::Jrfar the use ofsu.cb phones. j. Before Mel asks the Commission
to tum the industry OD its ..and give costly md valuable services away for free, surely it must
show that the unced" it identi!ics is not fictional but real. This it has Dot done. .

In any event, if Mel were to set up such a blocking regime, neither LIDB/OLNS nor
FLEX ANI would be useful in diedUaring it Presumably. ifMCI or its customers~ to
engage in ~h blocking, they 'WlJuld. do so ouly where PSPs~e them what they consid.e:r to
be an "excessive price;" in this way, they could neg~ti.aIe fat a !Qwer rate. ~ B.eC,2D! Order at
36-37, , 71. But neither LIDB/OLNS nOt FLEX ANI will provide MCI with the information it
needs to establish rocb a system.., since neither provides the price charged by the PSPs. Thus,
MCI would have to e.JtJ!blis.b its OVor'n da1.abase, using the ANIs provided by LEes ami pricing
mfonnation gleaned from the PSP,.

~oreover. e"V'en ifMCI wanted to blo" all paypbone c:alls regardless of price, a.ccess to
FLEX ANI or UDB/OLNS database! still would not be necessary. Using tM LEe ANI list
regularly provided to ie, Mel could set up a database to idc:ntify aDd block ca.11s coming from
payphones.

B. Mer's prol'0sal that it receive free FLEX ANI or LlDB/OLNS queries also is
unworkable.

FLEX ANI ~ pro~sioncdon a C1C1end~ffice basis. Consequcm1y, it is net possible to
give Mel FLEX ANI forpayPhon~c.alls alone. Thus, ifMCI were given FLEX.ANI for free for
the purpcse of identifying payphone calls. it "-'l)u1d also Tccci"e FLEX ANI for fr= for purpoSC!
of identifying all types ofphone calls. This is~y contrarY to the OLS 0Ider. wbic;h directs
that int:rexc.bangc earners pay for this additional SQ'Cenmg capability. QLS OrdZ 8117035.'
23.

Shnilarly, giving Mel free LIDB/OLNS d·T8!roC ~ess fat purposes of identifying
payphone Wls would in effect give MCI &c:e ~ss far III calla, UDBiOLNS dml:lILse$ camwt
~e why an iJ:rr.cn:xcban2e carrier has made a query~ they can cmIy diseem that the
interachange c.a:rria m fxt bas made • queiy. Comequntlr. any requircmC11t of free
LIDB/OLNS~s for payphonc c.alls would bcs U1tcrly ur11Mfora:a.ble; IXCs could usc it to get
fn:c LlDB/OLNS a~e!! for all eall!. Onae again. the OLS Order is dirc.et1y tD the eoutuay. Js1.
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C. Ofc:oursc, even ifMCl were: to receive the benefit ofthese services for free,
someone would have 10 pay for them. The FCC cannot force LEes 10 make an investe'lem and
then not compensate them fer the COStS. Presumably, Mel would like to foist the coSt of its
LIDB/OLNS aacss ot FLEX ANI on PSPs. This. however, would be economically unwise,
technologically infeasible. and highly inequitable.

To deJ)loy FLEX ANI ubiquitously throughout the nation, for example. wo\ilii cost
hundr:ds ofmillions ofdollars. Many smaller LEe! wowd have 10 buy ~bolc new switches, as
many elcieT switches cannot even support FLEX ANI. Ifthese ·costs~ passed through to
PSPs, it would be the death knell far some. Indeed. in some in.s'ta:rJces. the cos1 ofa whole,~
S\\'itch might ha.,e to be bome by a payphonc base ofa fe.... hundred.'

Imposing this cost on the PSPs would also be tecbnic:.ally infeasible. Beemse FLEX ANI
is provisioned and billed em a CIC/end-of5ce ba!il, it ca=ot be associated with any panicular
group ofPSPs; it can only be associated iDd billed to the !XC that has requested it. Moreo....er.
shifting the entire cost ofFLEX ANl to PSPs tbrough some sort ofper~payphonetariifwould be
manifestly inequitable and ~onom.icallyunsound.. SiDee FLEX ANI wc:Nld worle for all calls.,
not just payphone calls, PSPs would be forced to paY-for 1li.e use ofFLEX ANI on calls that do
not originate on their phonc:s.. Ibis is especially unfair given that ma.ny of the benefits of fLEX
ANI ate unrelated to l'aypJ1~ Similarly, LIDB/OLNS access ClLDIlOt be billed 10 PSPs because
such queries are associated, once again. not with PSPs but rather lIIith the IXCs that make the
quenes.

Finally, iInposiDg these cost! on PSPs would be contrary to the Commission's ordcr's.
Because Mel does notnttd these ~~!1 to pay pcr-c:all c;ompensaDon -- Telco. Oncer,
.MIDCOM and the LECs don't - thm'c is absolutely no reason {or shifting their cost to PSPs..
Be.sldes, even ifth.e services were necessa:ry, the Commission's orders specify that MCI should
pay for them. As the CAmmission ccncluded. the expenses "associated \lr'ith~ [the]
compensation mle.s must be bame by the entity that receives the primary eeoDQJTlic bc:ndit...2f
the payphon.e call! PO RceOD. Order at 52, 1111 (=nphasis added). Because it is the
intercxchangt'l ~er that benmts most from the calls. it i5 the intcrt':'CcDlIngc carrier that mUSl
pay the eost ofadmicisuriDg (:Ompcn.sation. Rec;gn. Ord~ ilt 43. , &8.

Perhaps recognizing that this priD~iple would place the cost oftheir \W'eaSOnable
demands 'b&ck on their~ shoulders. MO and AT&T aUempt to argue tba:t. because PSPs are
the pri:m.artJ,endiciariu of J'C1-caJ.l c:.qmpenlation, PSPs should pay far the costs at

'In thB OLS Order, the FCC otd.etccl1hat PSPs be required to bear the O"8~time coSt of
dcsigIurtmg their lines u "rcstrie;tcd." but not the pngoing cost ofprovidiDg that information to
intcrexchangc c;mricr:s. OLS Order at 17.044, , 43. Moreover, the FCC did SO only bec;a;usc the
cO!t of so doing would be 't.::IodI:st."!rL The com that Mel seeks to impose an PSPs here have
to do with providing the infonmnion to IXes. uot =sigmJ:ing tJ.l.ine in the first instanc:e, and
m: anything but modeSt.
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administration. But thiJ is tmsupported by the language afthc FCC's orders. whiclt pw::cs the
costs afper4 calJ cam~nsation on the primary economic: beneficiary of"the payphone call,"
Recon. Otder at 52, ~ Ill, not the priInary beneficiary ofper-call compensation.

Moreover, the position is absurd. Having gotten a fr= riclc for payphone calls for years,
AT&T and MC1 CIImlQt label PSP, the ''primary economic beneficIary" simply because the :fr=.
ride has c:ome to an end. To the contrarY. it is lhe inten:.xcbange carriers tMt continue to reap a
windfaJ1. Even though they are willing to pay SO.90 per call as commission! to receive c:ails
from payphoncs. the pa:yphone orders require them to pay alnere SO.JS (or subscriber 800 and
dial-around calls. Given this continuec! 60 pemmt discount. the carriers' tTOcodile tears about
having to pay compensation an: simply incredible. .

fit AT&TS REQUEST THAT LEeS BE REQUIRED TO REPROGRAM
THEIR SWITCHES MUST BE REJECTED

While Mel reads the payphone order as requiring th.: provision ofLIDB/OLNS a.cc:ess or
FLEX ANI for free. AT&T does not Instead. AT&T argue! that LIDB/OLNS and FLEX ANl
arc inadeqyate for its purposes. It thercfore rca.cf.g the payphonc: orders a! requiring something
different altogether.

In particular, AT&T al'J'elU'S to urge the CAmmi!!ian to require tha1 COCOT lines
("dumb71 l.inc:s used by u sman phancs') provide a two-digit ANI ii cod~ other than '1)1." ~
AT&oT Ex Partc. Indeed,. AT&T argues that 'the "70" codc:i sent by the switcl1 to subscribers of
FLEX ANI (and the ''29'' cod~ sent with I'Cspect to inmate phoDl:S), mould be~ to twn­
subscribers as well. If!. at 3.~

While it is far from dear how AT&T intends LEes to accomplish this. it appears that
AT&T wants LEes to hard-code these two new AN! ii digits into their switches_ This p1'opos,a.4
however. is wholly unnecessary. contrary to industry stm.dards, and has been rejected by the
Commission before.

A. AT&Ts proposal that new ANI ii digits bc provided is UDnCCCssary fDt the same
reasons given above, SSl pp. 2-5, 2DZm- AT&T previously paid per-call compensation to

'We Jhculd point out that it 15 infeasibJe to make COCOT ('~dumb"linesfor"smart
payphom:s-, deliver the same "27" digit used to identify c.oin lines \smaIt lines" for "dumb
phones"). The nctwmX has alwll)'S used a special ANI cede ('7.7) for calls origicatN! on smart
lines. !his code alerts the DCStWOrk that ea11s orig.i.n.atmg on that line requin coin control. lfthe
'-21" code were J'[ovidecl to a 1_ not u.sing • ud~b" payphOIlC. the network ....ould attempt to
treat the attached ePB as a "dumb paYl'honc~"tequirlug the CPE to provide coin deposit
information and respond to coin cmrtrcl cCJJnDW1ds. Canversc:ly. the "QT' digit cannct be~
for coin lines. because the ndVt'ork would net mow that coin C()fltzol is required. thus. C&1Je:r1i
~uld be able to 1I1.1Ib local2Uld sent paid (1+) .ca1.1s without charge.
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independent PSPs under Commission ~vers. and has encounte~no Dud for th=se ad4itional
codcs. LEes will be able to pay per-call CDmpenution (for intmLATA toU calls and inlnLATA
800 calls) by the Commission's deadlines, and they will be able to do so without modificllticm of
traditional hard-coded ANI ii codes. And ather imcrexchanse carri~ already can pay per-call
compensation withOUt these a.cUtitional barckoded ANI ii digits. It is far from dear why AT&T
cannot do '!he same.

Besides, to the extent AT&T~ additional identifyUlg inf'ormatioDw this cm be
obtained tbrougb the solutions adopted in the OLS prceeeding. As AT&T poiDts out, the
Commission's order does requil'e that LEes make available infotmation that idern.ifies the
orig:inAting line a.s a payPhone line (rather than merely identifying it as a tcsWted line). Recon,
QDk! at 33-34, , 64; AT&T Ei5 Parte at 2. But my suggestion 1ha! this is nccessa:y for purposes
ofper-call compensation'is wrong. The Commission required that this infDrma'tion be macie
available for purposes of Seteeninl, and addressed the issue in the S!cticn ofthCl Commission's
order that addresses seteeIJing. ~ Eeten. Order at 33-34, Ti 63-64 (se~tionbes.ded uPayp}u)nc
Fraud Prevention"). Ami. consistent with the Q1S order, thc Commission has placed the CO~ of
de!'ig;pating certain Jmes as payphOllC lines or recarc1ing other oec:essary screening information on
PSPs. £= OL5 Order 8117044. 143; page 8,0.8, £lID. But., wbm1 it comes to XKal}
comp=,atioij and sending codin,e digit! to the wricrs, the CcIIUnission - in the portion of the
order addressing per-call compsmsrion - expressly reaffirmed its c!ecisicn to retiuire use Cf'~1"

and "2, coding digits. Eccon, Order at 46, 48 ft 94, 99.

In any event.., for purposes of fraud pzevemion/screening, LEes have met the requirements
of paragraph 64 ofthe Recon· Orda through the LIDB/OLNS and FLEX ANI solutions
identified in the OLS proceeding. Both provide unique ceding ciigits that identify the ~all as
origU1ating with a payphcme. And both C81l be used to prevCDt fraud, as contemplated in the OLS
proceeding as well.

AT&T nonethcl~ complains that ~c:cS9 to LlDB/OLNS c1atabascs is teo slow. too

expensive, and would require modffiation of its toll-free swi~s. ATU Ex Pme at 2-3. Bu!
those arguments were: rcjcQcd in the OU proceeding itself. A UDBiOLNS query is only
required for c:alls criginaIcd on remietcd lines (such as inmale and smm phone5). a.ad the
~!Ulting delay is minimal (usually less than half a second). The Commiuicn has alremy
concluded that .'the~ts _.. outWeigh the additional~ that the asps would incur and
the added call set·up time they would cxperi=cc on :same ~u." QI,S Qrder at 17036,'1.27.
Moreover, REX ANl docs DQt im?"se any delay and requires DO l~o.k.up, ATAT simply doe!
not like~~ it is implcme1!t£d because it provides tog much informatioft. ~ Pet m-c

- iJ:am. -

B. AT.iT's proposal not only rejects .establUbed industry solutions. but i! entirely at
odds with the fuCMJolIl finding! of this Ccmmiujan. M tM Comm.i5!ion n:cogniDd in the OLS
proceeding, modifica%ion ofthe software ofuch and every c.cmral office swi1cl1 to change the
assig=ncm ofANI ii c;odcs is prohibitively expensive and manifmJy ~ci.=t- This is DOl a

-1Q..



_ _ _ _ ...~ _ -' _ .... oJ ..... , .....

maner ofrewriting !he software for a few switches at a cost ofa few millicn dolla:r3- It mesn,s
revamping every s'tVitd1 used in every central office - rewrititlg the generic: software - at aD

estimated coSt ofhundred! ofmillions ofdol1ars. IO ~ OLS OId;r at 17032. 1 19 (New ANI
cedes could not be stided to this traditional technology ''without re'WTiting the generic swftch
sofN,rare and in!talling the revised version in euh [LEe] swit~").

It was precisely for this reason that the OLS Order rcjcl;tCd this solution for scree.lling.
and it was for this reason that the Commission decided to followths OLS Order in its PaYPhone
Otdm. A.!: the Commission explained: - .

The ANI ii technology is only t:apable of Dffering five code! at the present time
and we do not believe that it will be ~onomically feasible for the LEes to prcvide
additional OLS codes with !bat~logy.

OLS Order at 17036,126. AT&T, in its EJ Partc, does not evm so much lIS meo:tion thi!
express finding, end with reason: It shows that AT&T is asking for oSomctbiD.g thc= Commission
already has rejected as infusible and meffieit:nt. Compared to the hundred:! of millions of
doUars it will cost LEes to reprogram their !~tehes:1I the five,~ even twenty million dollar
numbers AT&T throws around in its Ex Parte (at 3) an: chicken feed. And, if an ineffic:ient
solution i! imposed, it is ultimately tbt: con.sum.er who pays.

A final problem with AT&T's proffered 501utiQt1 is timing. Simply put. there is no
feasible way ofmodifying each and every switch on the time schedule AT&1 propos~. 1"b.e
LEe AN! u,alition has been informed it would~ most switch VC'Ildors almost a year to
develop the necessary $oftwctre. Then it would take at least six months to deploy that software in
every LEe end office.

C. Perhaps the greatest irOD)' in AT&T's submissions is its reliance OIl me and other
indusUy standard groups. In~ AT&T i, not asking tlu:I CommissioD to reaffiml indUSl1Y
standards. Instead., it is inking the Comm.ission to rewrite them.

C1Jl'1'1:1tly, there arc: two mdustIy sta.nd.a.rds fOf ANI ~d.UJg digits, and AT&T appean to

have rejected them both. The first is standard. hud-codcd ANI ii. which sends ocly a handful of
cow, including a '107" forrcstrictcd linC! like COCOT tiDeS-lind a "27" for com lioc:s. The
second is FLEX ANI. which replaus the coding digit! sent in the ANI ti with;mare specifi'

lonns figure indudes the COstS of developing and deploying the new switch~
t:cmtaining 1he updccd softvtvl:, as well as the COSt ofreplKing switches for which sUt:h generics
Sl'8 unavailable.

I IMoreavc::, AT&T's cost estimstes are iDflUed. 'While it 81'g'UC3 that LECs charge
between $1,000 and S1,200 per end office per erc for FLEX ANI. 6'IlcT EX Parte at :3-4, many
LEes charge lc.ss. A!neritech. far example, charges S500 per end office per Cle. .

-11-



codes. Several of these more specific t'owo-digit eodes have been identified, and allocated to
spec:lti~ call typeSw by the indumy numbering conunirtcc (INC). Thus. JUSt as the INC 1w
reserved ''70'' to identify paypnono calls from COCOT lines. it has reservcd "61" to identify
....-ireless calls. and "93" to identify '41ls originuiDg on virtual private networks.12

AT&T rejects existing hard-codcd ANI ii as insu::fficim because it is capable of sending
jun a hanMul ofdifferent cedes, and does not send the ''70" or "29" coding digits. But AT&T
also rejects FLEX ANI because it \lIQuId send too many cili':fer=t ANI ii c;odcs. In addition 10

identifying payphonc: calls with the -'0" digit. it iclenti.fies other calls with unique digits.
According to AT&T. its net'Work is simply not set up to accommodGe these othet codes, eve:n
though the indust!)' numbering committee established their meaning precisely the same way it
established a meaning for the "70" zmd "29" codes AT&T seeks. ~ AT&T Ex Parte at 3-4.

For AT&T .rimult.meously to' contend that it is =ntitled to receive "'70" !Wi ~9" itS

indusi%y !taIldard codes. while arguing that it must avoid recc1ving the other indunry Standard
codes provided by FLEX ANI. is beth short-sish~and d,isingemuous. IfAT&T wants 'the cocks
identified by indu.stry standards. FLEX ANI provid&!s them.U If AT&T wants the handful that are
provided by LEes a.! a staDdard matter. it c:an use standa:rd, hard·codcd ANl it But what AT&T
is ukiJJg for is that all LEe switWs be rewired to provide a %1C\1I. AT&-T-specific, i:numnediate
stan.darci; Hatd~oded ANI ii i! now to provide t\1Io additional ~des - "70" and "2~ - but u"or
to provide my othu Jru:Ju.n"y-accfpted coding digit5.

Even if it were fca.s.ible for LEes to make this change - md it is not - it could panlyze
the networks ofAT&rs competitors and ce.rtainly would impose great costs on them. As AT&1
suggests in its obj~ans to FLEX ANI. AIl%T Ex Parte at 3. interex~hangecarrier netWorks
may not be equipped to recogci2e certain ne'\Jf ANI ii codes, and therefore may "drop'~ calls if

IIAT&Ts I\Iggc5tion that the provision of a "70" and a "29"" coding digit is now industry
standard U part ofbard-coded ANI Ii is bla=t1y misleeding. The: documenlation that AT&T
submits with its g; patte" merely indicate' that INC bas mmed lhe.sc t'WO digit pairs - along
with other digit pairs - to id.cmify panic:ular~ ofc.alli. That.a digit pair has been idcItWcd
with a particular 5CrIice or liDe docs net mean that it is indus'try-staudarc! to 5CZ1d that code. To
the coutzmy, it is industry standzrd.ngJto send any additioZlAl codca, ctherthan the"ba5ic ones
provided under hankod.cd ANI ii. AT&T appcan to concede as much, a! it argues that.its
network is Dot equipped tD~t many codes - such as "61 h fer ~lc.u calls. or '"'93" far
virtual~ network calls - even though INC has n:scrvcd lhose codes in the same way as it
re~cd'~rr aDd "29".

uFLEX ANI service was developed blS~ on indu.stly input, and the c:odes it send! arc all
amsistent with INC ciefinitiQ!15. Moreover, FLEX ANI iueJfwas identified in thor; Commission'!
OLS Ordm over a year ago. It is thus disingenuous for AT&1 to clahn that the proposal to
dep1ay FLEX ANI was made recently and that the teebDc10Jical featmes of that !ysUm came as a
5Ur]'rise. AT&:tI Ex Pme at 3.



!bey are accompanied by an AA1 ii code that is not recognized. tfLEes were to und.erta.ke the
multimillion-dollar rewrite of switch software that AT&T proposes, all interexchange can-jers ­
including carriers that, unlike AT&T. do not want to rb.cm -would receive the new "70" and
"29" codes that AT&T now demands. A5 a n:sult, tpose interexchange carriers would have make
adju.stm.ents to tht::ir ne't'Works to accept the new "70" and ''29" codes. Ifthcy did not, they lIlight
end up dropping calls bearing those codes. or find thl!mSelves unable to bill or tru:k such calls.

II AT&T's netWork does not confonn or ca:mot a.cc:ommodate th~ industry FLEX ANI
solution, AT&T should modify its network or seek industrYci:lZ1sensus that the sdVice sbould be
cll.aoged. But surely AT&T cam10t cWm the right unil.atcnlly to cgtablish the ANI ii Standards
for the entire indUStrY under the guise of administermg per-call compensation.. Yet that is
precisely what AT&=T attempts to do.

IV. THE QUESTION OF CODING DIGITS IS NOT A COMPETITIVE
ISSUE

Finally, although Ar &:T and MeI make vague effort! to e.ast this as a c:cmpetitive issue
between LEe and IlC~LEC PSPs, it clearly is not LEe PSPs often and increasingly use the
same configunstion as nen~LEC PSPs. Eighty ~erccnt of BellSouth~sphones are on COCOT
line3 that provide the '~r digit, and othet LECs are moviDg toward that configuration as weI!.
U S WEST. for inst1nce, has twenty PCJUIlt of its phones en COCOT lines and plans to have all
its phones on COCOT lines~ the next three years. Moreover, since the c:odmg digits are not
used for negotiated per-eall compc:ns.ation, they will not affect i.n:t&:::rex.clge carrier payments to
PSPs ei:ther.

Thm, the question ofcoding digits is not one ofcompetitive parity but one of cost
recovery . AT&T's and Me!'! complaints an:: thinly·...eiled attempts to shift a screening ccst that
iliould be borne by~ - under the aleS Onier and the payphcme orders alike - and pass it on
to PSPs. .sa AT&T Wsrtc at 3. But there: is no reason why PSPa shcuJ~ be for~ U) bear the:
multi-million doller cost ofAT&Ts inl!f!icient a.rtd. unnecessary wsohnion," or should subsi~
Mcrs acccss to unnecessary services. All other compensation payors, indudiIlg the LEes,
Sprint. and Telco. are willing and able to provide per-call c.ompensation ba:Jcd on current ­
teclmology and standa.rd.s. Conscqu=:z.ly. the Commis.sion should reject Mel and AT&Ts
delaying tactics" and approve the solutiOn! identified in the OLS Order and implemented by the
LEes today.

CoachuioD

After careful study and c::xtm1dec:i cammc:Dts.1he Commission in the QLS pros:ceding
declined to impose a partie111m' solution em the industry tor providing additional intormarlon
about rest:ri~dImcs. Instead, r&:COgniriog that pTc'Viding additional, hard-eoded ANlli digits
~ be c:conomic:ally infeasible, it allowed LEes to provide this iuformation by way of
LIDBIOLNS or to provide it through FLEX ANI. .QLS Oxdm- at 17036, "2f:t-27.
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1be members of the LEe ANI Coa.lition read me Commission's payphonc orders ~
ccnsislcnt with those 1indings and conclusions. Indeed, in accorc1ance with the COlMtiS5ion's
orders, they~e equipped themselves to provide all tM information iDtcn:x.changc: cmiers Deed
to pro'-':ide per-call C()mpensatioD. But they did not read the, Commission's payphone order.! as
requiring them to rcprcrgram their svmches - at costs of hundreds ofmillions of dDlla:rs - to
previde infommion the inmexchange cmiers do net need far per-all compensation. And they
S\J1'ely do not read tM payphoDe orders u in any way undercutting the Commi!Sion/s~
fmding in the OLS Order that such an appro~hwould be wasteful and IIco.o.omically iufu!ible.
ld.. at 17,036, , 26. -'

To the extent any genuine per-eall compensation issues do exist, the member! oftbe LEe
ANI Coalition arc prepatIJ4 to wark on an indu.my solution. But the problems~ issues
identiDed by AT&T and Mel '0 far are imagined and not real And their prgposals arc utterly
~ to the carefully found ~ts the Commission made in a proceeding exprcs9ty aesi~d to

investigate the ANI coding digit question.

Rcspectfu1ly submitted.

\\\~~~y~,~
Mh::bacl1(. Kellogg
Jdfrq A Lamkcn
Kevin Cameron
Kellogg, Huber. Hansen. Todd & Ey8IlS. P.L.L.C.

1301 K Street. N.W.
Suite: 1000 Wen
~~~D.C.2000S

(202) 326-7900

AnomeJIsID" Ihlt LEe ANI Coa/iliDlJ
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Federal Communieat1ons Commiasion
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Washington, D.C. 2CSS4

In re Matter of the Pay Telepbone
Re~lassification and Compensation
Provisions of ~he Tele~ommunications

Act of 1996, CC Coeket He. 96-128

Dear Mr. Caten'

Enclosed tor filing in this docket are the original and one
copy of a Whi~epaper on the Provision of ~ coding Digics prepared
by ~he LEe ANI Coalition. I would ask chat you ~clude ic in che
reeord of ~his proceeding.

If you have any quest:ions concerning t.his matter, please
contact. me at (202) 32~-79C2.

Thank you for your eonsi~eratioo_

Sincerely,

N,~ 1<' ,f4-~
Michael x. Kellogg

2nc::los ..,fres

c::c::: Allen Barna
Michael carowitz
Rose P'I. Crellin
John B. Muleta
Mary Be~h Ricnaras
RoDert Spangler
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